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1 )^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 1 6 October 2008 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments witli respect to claims 1,4-10, and 33-39 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 4-10, and 33-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Motoyama et al. (6,631 ,247) in view of Carter (US 6,859,213). 

4. In regard to claim 1 , Motoyama disclosed a management system which set status messages from 
a device to a server by use of electronic mail. Motoyama, column 14, lines 1-53. Motoyama disclosed 
data was in a predetermined format such as Excel or HTML. Motoyama, column 14, lines 16-20. 
Attachments were used in the email messages. Motoyama, column 17, lines 58-63. Motoyama disclosed 
using a command to collect device information in column 18, lines 1-62. Attachments were used in email 
in Motoyama, column 17, lines 58-63. 

5. Motoyama failed to disclose a system where data was selected to be sent either as an email or 
as an attachment within the email. Motoyama did disclose how urgency was important in getting emails 
to the service provider. Motoyama, column 3, lines 1-7. Carter likewise disclosed an analogous email 
attachment system. Carter, column 3, lines 44-59. Carter did disclose the ability to choose whether the 
data to be transmitted was to be attached to the email or sent within the email. Carter, column 3, lines 
51-59; column 7, lines 57-65. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to use the Carter email attachment system with Motoyama in order to allow large files to be 
transmitted in case an email system has a limitation on the size of the body of an email. Carter, column 
3, lines 10-13. 
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6. In regard to claim 4, Motoyama in view of Carter disclosed: 

said transmission processing section is set so as to convert use information indicating tiie state of 
use of said management target device into attacfied data. Motoyama, column 14, lines 1-62, where data 
regarding the status of a device was sent via email to a managing device. The use of the Excel format in 
lines 16-20 taught the use of attachments, as also shown in column 17, lines 58-63. 

7. In regard to claim 5, Motoyama in view of Carter disclosed: 

said transmission processing section is set so as to convert use information indicating tfie 
state of use of said management target device into attacfied data. Motoyama, column 14, lines 1- 
62, where data regarding the status of a device was sent via email to a managing device. The 
use of the Excel format in lines 16-20 taught the use of attachments, as also shown in column 17, 
lines 58-63. 

8. In regard to claim 5, Motoyama in view of Carter further disclosed 

said transmission processing section is set so as to transmit device information regarding 
a plurality of management target devices located in a predetermined area by a same electric mail. 
See Motoyama, column 14, lines 21-40, where multiple devices can transmit status information to 
a managing server. 

9. In regard to claim 6 Motoyama in view of Carter further disclosed 

said transmission processing section is set so as to send the electric mail transmitted to 
the manager, also to another destination according to a request by a user Motoyama disclosed 
that multiple persons such as home users were recipients of the status information messages. 
Column 14, lines 54-62. 

10. In regard to claim 7, Motoyama in view of Carter further disclosed 

said transmission processing section includes an encoding section for encoding attached 
data, and is set so as to have the encoded attached data in an electric mail. In column 14, 
Motoyama disclosed the encoding of data into a format such as Excel or HTML. In column 17, 
lines 58-63, Motoyama disclosed sending email with attachments present. The relationship of 
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these attachments to the Excel or HTML formats being sent to a user in column 14 is inherent to 
Motoyama. 

11. In regard to claim 8, Motoyama in view of Carter disclosed 

an information communication device notifying a managing device of device information 
collected regarding a management target device by electric mail, said information communication 
device including an information selecting station for selecting which of the collected device 
information is to be converted into attached data; and a transmission processing section that 
converts the device information into attached data or mail data, in accordance with the selection 
performed by the information selecting section, and transmits an electric mail containing both the 
attached data and the mail data to said managing device; a management target device that 
causes said information communication device to transmit an electric mail containing device 
information; and a managing device that performs remote management of said management 
target device, based on the device information contained in the electric mail transmitted from said 
information communication device. Motoyama disclosed the transmission of status information 
for a device using email and attachments in column 14, lines 1-53, and column 17, lines 58-63. 
Motoyama disclosed managing the device remotely via email commands in column 18, lines 39- 
62. The remaining limitations of claim 8 are treated in the rejection of claim 1 . 

12. Claim 9 is substantially the same as claim 1 . 

13. Claim 10 is substantially the same as claim 1 . 

14. In regard to claim 33, Motoyama further disclosed 

said attached data is produced by a dedicated program, whereby said attached data is 
readable only by said dedicated program. Motoyama allowed a user to transmit data in a 
predetermined format. Column 14, lines 16-20. The transmission of data in a predetermined 
format such as Excel was readable only by a "dedicated program" such as Excel. 

15. In regard to claims 36-39, Motoyama failed to explicitly disclose selecting whether data was to be 
an email attachment or within the email at the target device. Motoyama disclosed a management system 
which set status messages from a device to a server by use of electronic mail. Motoyama, column 14, 
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lines 1-53. IVIotoyama disclosed data was in a predetermined format such as Excel or HTML. Motoyama, 
column 14, lines 16-20. Attachments were used in the email messages. Motoyama, column 17, lines 58- 
63. Motoyama disclosed using a command to collect device information in column 18, lines 1-62. 
Attachments were used in email in Motoyama, column 17, lines 58-63. 

16. Motoyama failed to disclose a system where data was selected to be sent either as an email or 
as an attachment within the email. Motoyama did disclose how urgency was important in getting emails 
to the service provider. Motoyama, column 3, lines 1-7. Carter likewise disclosed an analogous email 
attachment system. Carter, column 3, lines 44-59. Carter did disclose the ability to choose whether the 
data to be transmitted was to be attached to the email or sent within the email. Carter, column 3, lines 
51-59; column 7, lines 57-65. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to use the Carter email attachment system with Motoyama in order to allow large files to be 
transmitted in case an email system has a limitation on the size of the body of an email. Carter, column 
3, lines 10-13. 

17. Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Motoyama in view of 
Carter in view of Wong et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,654,746). 

18. In regard to claim 34, Motoyama in view of Carter failed to disclose the compression of an email 
attachment. However, Wong in the field of art of email transmission disclosed the ability to transmit a 
compressed email attachment within a message in column 10, lines 13-27. Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to compress the attachments in Motoyama in view of Carter as 
shown by example in Wong in order to reduce internet traffic, bandwidth usage, and packet transfer 
latency during transmission. 

19. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Motoyama in view of 
Carter in view of Vaudreuil (US 5,740230). 

In regard to claim 35, Motoyama in view of Carter is applied as in claim 1 . Motoyama in 
view of Carter failed to disclose filtering of "confidential" data from data and attaching it separate 
from other data in an email message. However, privacy filters and mail filters were well known to 
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one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art, and were commonly used in defense and national security 
applications to prevent information from being sent in the open. Further, at the time of the 
invention public key cryptography was commonly used in email and involved transmitting a 
private key along with mail data to allow a user to decrypt the message. Vaudreuil demonstrates 
an example of this in column 28, line 63 - column 29, line 7. Seeing that many privacy 
applications were in existence at the time of the invention to allow for sending confidential data in 
the private along with mail data in the public, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate such technology into an email management 
program to prevent proprietary device information and password information from being 
intercepted by cyber criminals during the transmission of said email messages. 



Conclusion 

20. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

21. Chrabaszcz US 6,073,133 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571)272-3921 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Larry 
Donaghue can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 09/804,825 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2445 

Information regarding tlie status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative 
or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272- 
1000. 
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